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& 1.0 Introduction and purpose

i
()
.

It is generally agreed that the central goal of descriptive linguistics

‘ is to characterize the notion human language.

two types of universal statements:,

'versals.l

absolute universals and typological uni

The logical form of absolute and typological universals is ahown,

One of the ways in 'which ling-

ulsts have, tried to reach thls goal is through the formulation and testing of

*

. respectlvely, in-(la) and (1b), where X and Y are assertions about structural

-

propertles of language.

‘(1) a.

<

.
. . b.
.

!

‘. -

N Both types of universals contribute to characterizing wha#

xamples of these types of statements are shown in (2). o

In all languages, Y

In all languaées, if X then Y

Absolute universal d\ff

In all languages, there are ét least
two color terms.

/ /

In all languages, if there are pa581ve
sentences with expressed agents,»there
are also passives without expresse“
agents. |

Typological universal

:!' X,)

be & uman language. Absolute universals deflne wh\t are a}z@m d to be the,

essentla prOpertles of language; typological universals he

range of po 51ble varlatloq,among languages.

tation system
language.
language has only agentle

human Janguage.

According to (24)‘ a communi-

: Thus, it is clalmed thatf a system with only agentlve pass&ves cahnot be a

u“
4 ~

-

v / 17

"Almost without exception, univeypsal statements-such as the above have

delimit the

at .4id not have at least two color terms VO, d not be a human
N L 4
Likewise, languages mey not differ from one another such that_ one

pa551ves whereas ancther has qnly agentlve pa551ves.

been formulated on the basis of data from pfimary langdages (PL) (in the sense
This is most llkely due to the well—known fact that

- .

cof Lamendella 1977)
v priﬁary ldnguages are descrlbable in terms of a system of rules, arfd are ‘

”

N\



therefore amenable to this tyoe of study Wlthln the last decade, however,

r'esearch on secondary language acqulsltlon (SLA) has determined that'a learn-

er internalizes a set of rules termed an interlanguage (IL) (Selinker 1972),

whlch may be independent of both the natlve 1anguage(NL) and the térget lang- -

uage (TL).

Within thls context, we wish to r&ise two questions:

°

(i) Is it possible

to characterize the notion human interlanguage in terms of absolute and typo-

And (2) if so, what is the relationship between these

logical universals?.
universals and thoseoformulated for primary languages? Given these questions
‘the purpose of thls paper is as ﬂollows

odological conslderatlons 1nvolved in attempting to characferlze the notion

?

(a) to.investigate some of the meth- .

.

human 1nterlangugg; in terms ‘of. universals; (b) to consider the'1mp11catlons

of the‘language—cdntect situation in attempting to define interlanguages ih
v these terms and (c) to provide examples. of logically-possible, but empiri-

cally-unsubstantlated ‘types of Interlanguages whlch we w1ll _attempt to ex-

> plain within our, framework. ~os 4

A 2.0 The hypothesis . :
. -~ . \
2.1 A priori, & reasonable way to attempt to chéracterize IL's with respect
to PL's would be to formulate a}set U. i1° of inkerlanguage unlversals and

to compare it with the set Upl’ of prlmary language unlversais. If such
< -
a comparlson could be made, we would have'one of the, relatlonshlps shown 1n
‘ {
(3).° . .
> » Al
) (3) a U,, and U sare 1dentlca1 3 J ‘ ‘
‘ b. 'Uil and ppl are disjoint “"‘ .
C. Uil anq\Nkl 1htersecﬁ . . .
. . U 7
© - d. U., is a subset of U . . ,
SoTil R pl- ) e
- . ) N - L -
\ o e. ?pl.ls a Fubset of Uil . ’ ﬂ;‘f

\
' 4

If (3a) turned out to be true, then s,of coul%e IL's and
If (3b) were true,,on the other han& then there would be

turally the same.

RS

PL's would be struc-




no universa

but not true for the other. . v

‘any one of the: statements in (3a, d or e) could stlll be true.

statements whlch are true of PL's which are also true of IL's,
and vice versa.\ In, this case, PL's and IL's would be structurallx distinct.
(3c) were the case, then there would be svme unlversal statements which

are shared by prlmary languakes and 1nterlanguages, but there- would also be

universals whlch are true for primary- languages Mhlch are nét true for 1nter-

languages, and vice versa. If e1ther (3d) or (3e) were true, then one type

of language Would be a subtype of the qther where they shared a number of

universal statements, but some unlversals were true of one type of language j
. LY . v .

£

I4
.

From a pract1tal p01nt of v1ew, hovever, th1s way of proceedlng is pre-~
cluded by the fact that we do not as yet have a set\of IL unlversals in whlch
2par1son with Upl On
the other hand, we do‘have a reasonably s1zeable stock of PL universals whlch

we would have suff1cxent confldence to warrant a cQ

we could test against ILfs. Given this situation, it' seems-that the strong-

est hypothesis that we c¥n test at preseht is that stated below. ..

'
t

Given the set 3] of absolute and typo-
logical unlversg}s formulated on the .
s .basis of primary languages, there will’

- , ) be no interlanguage which violates any
statemehts in Up T .

™ ()

rd : ' ‘ -

‘ LoF N ) . ° : .
Thus, -the present state . of the art in SLA allows us to test whether any PL
universais are viola® by IL's; it does not allow us to test (15 whether
U ‘and Usa

partlcular to 1nterlanguages.. \ .

are identical; or (2),whether there ar€ any universals which are

Jhis being the case; the hypothe31s in (h) alibws us to excludé some
of the potentlal relationghips between IL's and EL”s stated in (3), but-it
does not permit us to test all of themn. If (h) turns out to be' true,’ then .
It would re—
main an open question whether universals of* 1nterlanguages and prlmary lang-
uages-were 1dent1cal, or in a subset relatlonshlp. ,Alternat1Vely, lf’(h)
turns out to be false, then it remains to be seen whether the two sets of )
The; )
purpose in.prop081ng such a hypothesls 1q not only to know whether 1t 1s

universal statements are completeLy different . ortare overlapplng. *

One further p01nt needs to be made about the hypothesis in (4).

- .

o

3 ) c o L . § -
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true or false, but also toldetermine why this is so. Therefore, in consid-

ering wvarious IL's with respect to (&), we want to know whether'it is poss1-
1Y
ble ta offer an. explanatlon for any glven IL adhering to or dev1at1ng fron@

~

any statementsuln U A-reasonable domain in which to look for such an

.explanation is the structure of ‘the respectlve NL and TL. This is not to say .

that no other factors could be involved, or that there are no other explan- ) |

-

-

atlons outs1de of the structural aspects of the NL and TL. Rather, it Jjust’ .
) seems llkely at this stage of our knowledge that explanatlons of structural :
properties of IL's wlll be explalnable only if they can{be related to struct-
ural propertles of the NL, g% or language 1n general. We shall return to
this p01nt below. — . -
In vhat follows we will attempt to test our hypothesis against some IL ¢
data. However, hefore we proceed .with this test thete are two eons1derat10nsA

which must be dlscussed (13} the or1g1nallty of the proposed hypothes1s, and

4

e

(2) the relatlonshlp of the NI, and TL in testing our hypothesis.

Lo e - - . '
. 2.2 Flrst of all ‘1f the hypothesis in (4) can be‘maintained then inter- ‘ d
languages and prlmary languages are clearly slmllar types of language sys-‘”
tems. As stated above, it would stlll remaln to be ,seen whether they are
in fact struoturally identical, or whether one is a subtype of the other.. d
However, 5he p01nt to be made here is that the pr0pos1tlon.that PL's and o V" -
In! s are slmllar types of languages is not new. In fact much of the re- .
search on SLA durlng the last%ten years has been devoted tQ .arguing for the
truth of thls hypothesls. Thus, for example, Richards (1971),' Dulay and ,

Burt (1973, 197ha, 19%kb), Balley, Madden and Rrashen (197¥) and Schumann . ,
'(1979) have clalmed that secondary and primery language acqu1s1tlon are fund-
amentally the same process, and that any deviations in the outcome can'be

, systematlcally explalned in terms of psychological and/or soclologlcal vari-

< ables. SlmllarIy, Andersen (1979), has argued that secondary and pr1mary ,
language acquisition are similar 1n that they both involve progress1on to- .
ward an internal and an external norm in the;r early and late stages, re-
spectlvely. axrone (1979) . and Beebe (1980) haye shéwn: that IL's@fﬂhctlon . v
slmllarly tssz's in that they both exhibit systematlc variatlon according ' .

to the speech~s;tuatdon and 1nterlocutor relatlonshlp. And flnally, Adjemian

(1976) has clalmed the I,'s and PL's are allke on the basis of how they de—

v

o




v

.
‘q

.
? . / .

velop, fﬁnctlon and are transmitted to other learners.‘ ' SR
The pr1mary assumption underlylng LJ/-ébove-me\tloned work and the hypo—

‘thes1s in (h) is that there Wlll be som s1gn1f1cant slmllarlties between‘IL'

and PL's. The ma.jor d1st1nction between .the aBove works and our hypothesls

is that the latter attémpts 20 .make aizcestable \claim’ about what can and what

. cannot be a wiable interlanguage. That is the hypothesls in questlon att-

. empts to exclude certain systems from the clasS‘of human IL' s, and"h so

. doing, makes a prediction ahout what klndstof IL's ane posslble. On &he,”
other hand, statementsﬁﬁoncerning the forms, acquisition,, function and vari-
ation exhiblted by IL's approach the questlon of the nature of 1nter1anguages
from & different side. Such statements do- not have the effect of making a
prediction‘about what types of IL's are allowedlznd what types are excluded.
Consequently, the present paper differs from.the abowe—citgd work in that it*
attempts titest,ﬁgrtaln structural aspects of IL's against universal proper-
t1es of PL's, Wltﬁ a view toward empirically determlnlng whether IL's, and
PL's are identical or dlstlnct on structural grounds. .

N The second cons1derat10n which must be made clear concerns the treat—
‘ment of evidence for. our hypothesls. It seems plauslble that a first guess
as to whether 'PL univefsals Wlll be true .for 1nterlanguages is that some
Wlll and some will not. That 1s,Jpre—theoret1cally we ses that IL's are
similar to PL's in some wvays and different from PL's in other ways. More
spec1f1cally, IL's and PL's are allke in that they both functlon as verbal
communiication systems; however, IL's ‘are.different from PL's in that IL's

) 4

are learned by adults and.always involve a2t least ﬁxo languages coming’ into
contact whereas PL's are learned by'childrén and do notﬂnecessarily in®olve

. language contact, -Thus, it seems at least reas9nable.that there could be:

certalnﬁstructural s1mllar1t1es between the two language types, as well as
certa1n structural dlfferences. .Given this situation, it _seems that 1? is
incumbent upon us to say somethlng about the universals which hold “%or Ii s
as well as“thoée that.do not hold. A reasonable wey to proceed along these
lines would be to investigate whether IL's which adhere 1o or deviate from
‘statements in U can be explalned on the basis of the structural eharac-
' ter1st1cs-of the NL arfd TL. ] Sy . Do
\/,Thls approach accompllshes two thlngs° (1) it attempts to- offer an

« -/ . N . L

[N
§
-

L. .
i

. “




,with respect to U

» : !
explanatiop for at 1east some of the structural similarities or differences
that may exist betueen IL'svand PL's; and (2) it recognizes a‘fundamental
dlfference between IL's and PL's, ‘nemely, that IL's always enta11 contact
‘between at “least two other ‘lenguages, whereas PL's do not. We w1ll refer
to the hypothesis in (4) and our assumptions about explaining properties of
IL"s'in terms of the NL, TL and/or prrnc1ples of language as our general -

framework. = « . .o »

Now g1ven “these assumptlons, we have two parameters along whlch we may

-

‘consider, 1nterla.nguages with respeqg to our hypothesis: () whether the IL

' conforms to the statements in U ., -and (2) whether any conform1ty/v1olatlon

pl

ol can be explained in terms of the structure of the NL .

and TL. Thus, within this framework we have the log1cally—poss1ble sit- -
uations depicted in (5). ‘ - B ) : -
. . . ’ - Ld
(33 Type of II Violates U .7 Explainable in terms
L ' p of NL/TL contact?
N ' (A) - No Yes
(B) Yes Yes
* - (C) No No .
[ (D) Yes - No . ¢

The type.K interlanguage clearly poses no problems for our general frame=
work because, on the one hand, iﬁ does not violate any statements in U

on the other handy 1ts‘structural propertles are-explalnable 1n terms of the

contact situation.. Type B interlanguages v1olate~at least one statement 1n '
U b1 but such’violatlons can be explained in terms of the NL and TL. There-

plaln why IL's are the way they are.

.

g

l’

fore, type B IL's do not pose any s1gn1f1cant problems in attémptlng to ex-
Similarly, type C IL's do not present

serious djfficulty, because they do not violate any stalements.in U _.. The

Pl

/ Al - - - .
fact that some of their structural properties are notderivable from the

contaat betweeri the NI and TL suggests that the present state of our know- -

ledge does not permlt us to.explaln'why these IL's are the way they are,

other than to say’ that they share Lertain structural propert1es of PL'S.

Type D 1nterlanguages, however do present a problem in that they exhibit

violations of U

pL

terms of’ the NL and/or TL structures.

3 .

’

- N
o
% o, .
El 5 -
. 5
« .
.

N,'/

w1thout it belng possible to explaln these v1olatlons in

Should such IL's ex1st they’ would

N

and .

L
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pose a serious. threat to the idea that IL's and ﬁL's are fundamentall& sim-

-

ilar. : oo

-
.

[ A '
. We shall give examples of each of the IL types if (5) below. Before we '

»
do so, ‘however, let, us consider.one further aspect of the role that the NL,

and TL play in the rature of IL's.

. . .
« . . s - -~

2.3 In attempting t0 test -the hypothesis in (4y, it-is necessary to bear
_in mind that %t least‘sbme of the structure of any IL may be attrlbutable
to transfer £rom thg natlve language. This fact has a bearlng on what we
would consider to be an 1nterest1ng test of our hypothe61s. In ‘this section
. we will consider the‘types of IL's that will prowlde an 1nterest1ng confirm-
ation of our ﬁ&pothe81s as well as those IL's that will falsify it. .1 -
Ostensibly, it appears that for any glven _absolute unlversal rn U

. ‘
© We have a case supportlng the hypothesls in (4) if what the universal aiserts
about primary language is also true of the 1nterlanguage in quest;on. COn-
versely, it would seem that the hypothesis is false if what the: unlversal
cla1ms to be true for.prlmary languages is not true for IL Ss. However be-
@dause at least some of “the IL sMstem may be attr1butable to NL transfer,\we
do not- have'both of the above-mentioned situations as an interesting test
. of the hypothes1s. More specifically, those absolute unlversals which are
true for 1nterlanguages provide only trivial .support for the above hypo-
thesis. This is ﬁecause.any ahsolutekuniversal_will be true for every NL,
~meking it possible’ for -an IL to conform to the universal in question via
Jtransfer.-_On the other hand, if the absolute universal heing tested is vio-
lated by the IL, then 'we have falsified our'hypothesisz_because there’is at,

least one.statement in U, which is‘not true for at.least one IL. - We would

pl
L 4 . ¢ a__. s T e 3 “ -
then attempt to explain this®violation in terms of the language-contact
. DY
. situatien. , ’ * N
-

We have a dlffgrent s1tuatlon when we test our hypothesls with respect

to typological universals. Con31der, for example, the language-contact sit-

uation shown schematlcally 1n (6).. e o s
(6) a, 1In all languages, if X then-Y - . *
~ ~ X .= implicans , . 4. .
. Y = 1mpllcatum Co~ " - . , \
‘A' » . M ) -
) / ' D
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NL L TLT
X,Y
c. Resultant IL's . .
. ' . i.| IL |. IL contains neither ii. |'IL | IL contains ‘
¢ - . o .
( . . N . . Y. only impli- Q
. . ) . L . . L catum g
‘ . oL iii. Iﬂ IL contains both . ° ¥iv, Iﬁ *L conteins- »
‘ - . X,Y : *{.X | only impli- [ °° |
. ‘ -~ it [ 2 . . ‘ba‘rls - . 8 “

We are attempting to test :the typological statement in (fa), where X is the e
implicans and Y is the implicatum. Our hypothesis is supported if the resul-

g

tant 1nterlanguage in ques§1on contalns (1) neither the implicans ndr the .

implicatam. The hypothe51ihls falsified if the IL has only the 1mpllcans.
To take a concrete ‘example, consider the the typoldglcal statement in

°

|
|
|
1
1mp11catum, or (2) ofly the 1mpllcatuh, or -(3) both the 1mpllcans and the . .{

N LI SR
LSRN . . ¥ (8 .
e . . . . . * - &
(7) a. 1In all languages, if there are voiced, < .
‘ aapirated (i.e. murmured) stop phonenmes, oo ) .
: . " there are also v01ced unaspirated stop . .
i (phoném?s ) . . - P )
. . . %
- . b. WL TL
* St . ' Korean Hindi S :
c. i. [IL S T L s : N
. ' - ’ /pt'k\/ . ‘ b . . ‘ e - . .
', io -II.J . ’ * ’ * \: . . ) . - R
- , ot/ | . \ S
~ i, I -~ 7 T " N . . .
, "%‘ . -/p’tk/ \ . ) ) o P - . .. .
) . . /bdg/ » ’ ) v ® ) - " .
oL S VA ) :
. , -~ . N ° .t .
. *iv.- 1L - . 4 ” . ]}r
! /pi"ak/ . . . X . .- .
- - '/bkdhg‘\/ A N ’\ <
. Ny : \ . . - . -
. - . N .. -
. v The hL, Korean, has no voiced stop phonemes; the TL, Hindi,*has both aspirated L

and unaspirated v01ced stop phonemes. The IL's shown ip (7c i-iii) whlch C _

résulted from a Korean speaker learnlng Hindi wouid support the hypothe51s in

. ~ o, - * -
¢ B , “4 ¢ ’ \ * :
‘ | . ) 1(0 . i - ‘- . _: - .»‘.
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(4) .because nope of the IL's.En question violates (Ta).- The IL in (7c¢ ‘iv),
. however, violates’(ja) and would therefore, falsify the hypothesis;

. Inlgeneral,ﬁge‘can obta}n an interesting test of our hypothesis WitW'N
~ respect to any given typological universal if we make “two assumptions'about
the NL.and TL. _ The first is that the NL must cohtain neither the implicans
nor the 1mp11catum, and the second is that the TL must contaln both the imp- T
11cans and the rmpllcatumse The, first assumption, that the. NL conta1n nelther,

" is necessary to prevent the un1versa1 f§om being satisfied by means of NL ~ ,
‘o
transfer.t Consider, for example _a situation where the L has both the imp-

+ licans and the.lmpllcatum arid the NL has ne;ther. Ourehyoothes1scls,falslfled

if the interlariguage,, at,some stage, contains the 1mp11cans but not the Imp-

- licatum: However, 1f we test the hypothesis in a. s1tuat10n where the NL has

¢

only the 1mp11catum, we have not provided an unamblguous test of our hypothe51s.'
This is because the IL may contain the 1mp11catum not because of the presence

of the 1mp11cans, but because of NL transfen. ! . aL "
4 the ,

~ - .

~ The secbnd assumptlon ‘that the TL contaln both the 1mp11cans
1mp11catum, is necessary to ensure a reasonable chance that both can occur
’1n the IL. If the implicans is absent in’the TL, it rs unlikely that a

learner;w1ll acquire it as part of the IL. '. : v

To recapltulate briefly, %e have, up to th1s point, argued for the -
following (L) proposltlons (a) that the hypdthesis in (k%) makes empirically

-

testable claims about poss1ble 1nterlanguages by meking predlctlons about - .
what can and cannot be & viablewIL; (b) that, in testihg (“h), IL structures

1

shoﬁld be consldered in 1light of.the structural’ propertles of thé respect—
1ve NL and TL, (e). that only typologlcal unlversals provide a reasdnable '

confirmatlon of the hypothesis; and (d) that such tests should consider only
certaln NL-TL combinations where both the 1mp11cans and 1mp11catum are part
of the TL and neither-is part of the NL.

Hav1 ade these proposals, let us now consider some typoldgical

.
-

~ universals‘and attempt to test our hypothesis against some, interlanguage data.
) . . o . . T
3.0 The Test . . .
; Y ‘ ] -
{ - .
31 Wypologles -0 , , ‘
\ We shall test our hypothesis with. respect to the four typologies shown

L4

. N
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[ relativize an
.+ ™the AH, but n t’ necesgarily all lower pos1t10ns,

e Indirect Object

all languages
If there are volce& obstruents wqrd-flnally,

there are voiceless obstruents word~finally:
4

If there are voiceless obst%%ents word—fmnally,

‘there are ‘sonorant consonants word-flnally. N

L4 v

all 1angﬁages, a} oo ~ . . . .
If.there are word-initial or word-final ‘con-

sonant sequences$ of length n, thére is also

at least one continuous subsequences of length

" n-1 (where n>1) 1n.that same position (Greenberg

1966 ). .

e 3

g a -

all languages,, ' _
If a language can relatiwize an NP out of a. .
given position on the Accessibility Hierarchy
(aH) (Keenan and Comrie, 1977), it can, using
the same relative clause formatjon strategy,
P from all higher positions on
“where the\AH is .

T ‘“*su ctf‘f‘ ST

~ Direct Object -

Oblique

Poskessive
Object of & Com- i -
parative Particle A

- a

7 . o ' " .
all languages, inversions of statement order in

questions so that the werb precedes the subject .
occurs only when.the questlon word is normelly sen-
tence-jinitial. . ‘

Q K
If-this inversion occurs in 1nterrogatrye-word o
questipns, it also occurs 1n yes-no questions
(Greenberg 1978).. L '

- 7 ’

Given these unlversals, and glven further our assymptlons conceznlng
) the language-contact s1tuatlon it is pOSSlble to test the statements ;nol

(8) with speakers of the'languages showmn, respectlvely,.ln (9)..

~3
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(9) , ‘

a. Japanese, Mandarih ; . English

. N ., b. Jepanese, Korean, Spanish English

c. - Arabic, Persian . >~ English

- d. Japanese;‘Koreaq ‘ English

©
-

Thus, for_exampie, Japanese and Mandarin speakers'learniné Erglish pro-.
vide an adequate test of (8a) because English has the implicans, voiced ob-
struents finally, and Japanese and Mandarin have neither the imblicéns nor
the implicatum, because they have only sonorant consonants and vowels word-
finally. Likewise, since Japanese, ﬁorean and Spanish disallow initial ob-
struent clusters, speakers of these languages, learning English provide an
interesting test of thé hypothesis with respect to (8b). Arabio and Persian
relative clauses provide an ipteresting test of (4) relative to'(80) because
both require resumptive pronouns in certain positions id relative clauses

where English does not. Since these positions can be implicationally arranged °

'as in (8c), the relative clauses of the TL and NL differ.in a number of re-

spects*whibh can be used to test (4). Finally, Engllsh has sentence-1n1t1al
1nterrogat1ve words and also requlres subjeqt—auxlllary 1nverslon in both
yes-no and interrogative-word questions, whereas Japanese and Korean ‘do not

have initialsinterrogative-words and do not require inversion in any questiogs.
- i ) ’ . l N .
‘ 14

'

3.2 Data . N ) .
The IL data against[;h;ch,the typologies in (8) were tested were gather-

ed from several sources and ar® shown in Tables 1-4. | ’ « .

o -
.

)
-

" ((Insért Table 1 about here)) .

‘ The data in Table 1 and 2 were gathered from students in the ESL Inten-
sive Program at the Unlvefsity of Wlscon51n-M11waukee between 1978 and 1980.

. The methodology used to gather .the data cohsisted of a set of e11c1tat10n
_ techniques, as well as free conversatlons, whlch were used in several hour-
long interviews. During the sesslons, the subject's speech was recorded and

*then transcribed by the 1nvestigator and 'independently by.an assistant for




.

A

3.3 'Results’ . ®

reliability (See Eckman 1981 -for. details).. . .
The data summarized in Table 3 were taken from Gass (1979) and Hylterstam
(1981) Gass! data weré obtalned by having the subjects perfdérm two tasks:

’ e

one requlred subjects to comblhe two sentences into one sentence contgining
a relative clause; and the other required subjects to,mahe grammatlcailty
Judgements to determine the aoceptability of a set of sentences containing
relative clauses, where some sentences in the set were well—formed and others
were-ill-formed. The data from Hyltenstam were obtalnedgthrough an ellCIt-
ation exercise whereby the .subjécts were ¢shown a set of p1ctures about which"
they were asked questlons. In answering the questlons the subjécts were

to produce relative clauses. . ‘ ’

Table .4 shows data which wera@ellclted from a Japanese student, during
the fall of 1981. This subject is a twenty-nlne-year-old female who had

studied English in Japan for fggr years before comlng to the U.S: to study

English in anuary of 1981. The data were-gathered—using plctures about ’

which the subject was d1rected to ask questlons. The subject's speech was

“ recorded and then transcrlbed using standard orthography.

~ ’ . .
4 >
’

.
%
9

yhe data in Table 1 were taken from native speakers of Japanese, Mandarin,

Spanish and Farsi. Whereas ‘Farsi does exhibit a voice contrast in word-final
positidn, none of the other three languages does. -Japanese and Mandarin
allow no obstrients word-finally; Span1sh does allow word-final [?] and [s]
but does not exh;blt a voice contrast ’ ¢

When wé;conslder the data 1n Table 1, we see that they are in conformlty
w1th the typologlcal statement .in (8a) Spec1f1cally, the data in A and B
taken from, respectlvelyg native speakers of Japanese and Mandarln, exhibit
v01ged gnd voiceless obstruents, sofiorant consonants and voWels word- flnally.
The data in C and D, on the other hand, exhibif only voiceless obstruents,
senorants and vowels word-finally.~ The fadt that these data conform to the
statement in.(8a) is particiilarly interesting since there is no obvious .way
to account for these data by means of language transfer. As pointed.but‘s

above; Japanese and Mandarin allow no final obstruents. Consequently the °

. presence of these obstruents’ in the. IL's in A and B of Table 1 cannot be

explained by transfer. Neither can we' appeal to ﬁhe;NL, Spangsh, to explain .

.

. S

“ .
. ‘ " .
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the final vqQiceless obstruentstshown in C ‘of Table 1. ,And finally, whereas
the_NL, Farsi, does have a fipal voice contrast, the IL in question lacks

'such contrast. Thus, there appears to be no way of accounting forirne datba

e

in Table 1 on the basis of NL transfer alone.

~
-

((Insert Table 2 about here))

- [y

v

The situation is slmllar when ve consider the data in Table 2 with re-
spect to the typologlcal statement in (8b). The IL's of the Japanese and
Spanish subjects manifest.either tri-literel and bi-litéral coﬁsonqnt clusters,
2 or they exhibit Qust bi-literal clusters. Thus, if a subject can produce a tri-

literal cluster he/she ean also produce the bi-literal subsequences of such

a ciﬁsfer. For example, subject CA produced str in street and also st in
C~ stay. On the other hand, the Japanese subject, produceé only bi-literal ob- ’ g
struents clusters like sp, st and sk, wlthoutiproduCLng any trg-llteral .
clusters. The fact that these data support the tybology in (8b) confirms
thevhypothesis-in (h).|fAéain, what is interesting, is that the forms in
Table 2 eannot be aceodhted fér by transfer since Japanese and Spanisﬁﬂdo
- - '

not allow any word-initial obstruent. sequences.

° . c’ . '/
4 - X > N J
. - ° . ((Insert Table 3 about ‘here))
¢ . , , ) |
) I N ’ ' . .
: When_je consider the data in Table 3, we see tqft the AH in (8¢) is, -
in general, borne out. The .data from Gass (1979) show that the percentage ‘

o ‘of correct sentences across the variods grammatical functions corresponds
L\ 3 to the AH, with the exception of tbe genitive. Gass offers two possible ex-
‘ planztions for rhy her subjects performed better on the GEN positior fhan *
(- " the DO and IO-OPREP positions: (l)‘the genitive position is uniquely coded
in that it has only a slngle relative marker, whose, as opposed to that/whldh
and is therefore more salient; or (2) the’subjects may have treated the Ehgsg‘
+‘NP as a unlt% whl used as one of the.grammatical functions such
as subject, direct object etc. Slnce all of+Gass' sentences with respect
to the genitive pos1tlon 1nvolved a combination of whose + a subject NP or
*, Whose + a.n object NP this mey account for the relatlve degree of success
which her subjects found 1n-relat1v121ng this pOSltlon. " Whatever explanatipn

«  turns out to be defenslble, it seems cléar that ﬁhe-typology in (8¢c) is, in
Qo ' ) o . . ' .. .

l o . ' 15 b e ' ..




general, supported b& Gass' dat:.
» The data from Hyltenstam (1981) are also, in general, supportive of‘the
" AH. As can be seen from Tab}e 3, the pronoun retention pattern eihibited'
_ by learners from various NL's acquiring Swedish parellels the AH with high
scelability. ) L \ ' : Jo S
Thus, while the data relevant to (8c) are not in perfect agheement with
the AH, they do generally euppoft the.typologicai statement in dpestion.
To the extent that the data are Supportive, the hjbotheeis in (4) receives

confirmation.

-

= ((Insert Tabel L about here)) .-

- IS

. . F{%al}y,.the datd in Table 4 support the typological statément in (84)
‘ with respect to the ™hypothesis in (P). Specifiically, the subjgct is a
nat}ve’speaker of the NL, Japanese, which does not have sentence-initial
1nterrogat1ve words, nor_ does it have inversion in either yes-no or in-
e terrogatlve-word.?uestlon. The data show that although the subject does-

§§§ produce some ihterrogative-word questions which are deviant (3,5,10,12,15, °

&21) all such questioﬁs have initiél\interrogative-worde and have appropriate .

subject—auxil&ery inversion, wvhere possible. Likewise w%th the yes-no quest-
ions: although some are structurally deviant, all'have subject-auxiliary
inversion. Thus, the ‘data given in Table U4 support our hyﬁothesis with re-
speet to the generalization- in (8d). This is significant, since this cannot

be accounted for in te}mg gffthe NL.' ¢

.
.

To recdpitulate, brlefly, the IT, dats given or_ summarlzed in Tebles 1-4
support, in general, the statements in (8), with (8¢) belng the only txpo— (
logical generalization~where,rthe data do not match perfectly. Thls being
the case we will now consider the questlon of whether any_ aspects of the IL
rules Whlch produced these data are in v1olat§§n of any statements ‘in Up

. That is, we shall-consider the IL systems reg?esented by the data in Tables
é@! - 1-4 in terms of the strgctural propertles of. the respectlve NL's and TL.

\ ’ . ‘ - o

4.0 Discussion

.
.

a eral, the typoIogical'pteteﬁents“in (8) were supported. ‘- This means that in
ERIC. | | '
;..u: , " m L . ‘ M > .

'3
"

" In-our ihterﬁretation of the data in Tables 1-4, we saw that, in gen- ‘-

"

¥



_'inverses of each other must be metatheoretically excluded. Since rules which

terms of the interlanguage forms themselvés we found no significant vio-

lations of tpe statements in (8). ~Thus we see that our 1nvest1gatlon of IL

*

data to this point supports our hypothesls. The question that we now wish

to raise is whether the grammars of IL's qbey the same constraints as the

e

. -
. . ¢

grammars of PL's.

'1 In,ralslng this issue we are cons1der1ng the set Ufl to oonsist‘of two
kinds of unlversal stateménts: (1) those pertaining to the: forms or utter- .
ances ‘of languages, and (2) those relating to the grammars of such languages.
In considering .the typologles in (8), we have been dealing with IL forms.
We 'will now turn our attention to the grammars of thHe IL's in question.

Along -this line, we need to consider two addltional statements which

are, presumaply, included in Upl: . ‘ . .

(10) a. * If a Tanguage has a voice.contrast
. , word-finally, it will necessarily
) have such a contrast word-medially
v , _and word-initially, ‘but not vice
. versa (Dinnsen and Eckman 1978) . ‘

* b.. No language will have a grammar
which contains .a rule of final- .
- vowel-lnsertlon (paragoge).
(Sanders 1979) .

v
.

The generalization in (10a) concerns the type of voice contrast that
a language will exh1b1t maklng a final v01ce contrast more marked thdn a
medial or initial voice contrast. The constraint in (10h) was propose%
within Sanders'(l972) framework of Equational Grammar,'wh§?3‘rules which are

delete vowels word-finally can be motivated for at least some languages,

rules which insert vowels in final position are, in principle, excluded. The

fact that there are no‘attested cases where such .rules are motivated supports
Sanders! theory. ‘ . .

Now, given the unlversal*statements in (lO),'let us reconsider the data
in Tables 1-4.  We have already argued that the typologles in (8) are obeyed.
What we wish to determine now is (a) whether ‘the statements in- (lO) are
obeyed or violated; and (b) whether we can explain any of the IL's in question
e1ther adherlng to or violating the generalizations in, (8) and (10). That

L 4

is, we want to know which of the types of interlanguages shown inm (5) are
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realized in the data in Tables 1-h.

sent & Type A interlanguage. More specifically, the IL forms in question-
*  exhibit a voice contrast word-initially and medially, but not word-finally.

In word-final position, only woiceless obstruents occur. As a consequence,

" these data are in conformity with the stayement in (10a). The ;eason for

-

*, this conformity seems clear: the NL/ Spanish, does not have a inal voice ;

- contrast; as pointed out above,

/ and /s/ are the only word—ﬂ;nal obstru-

~ents that Spanish allows. The|TL, English, on the othsr hand, has a final ~

[

- vOice contrast. Given that a figal voice contrast will be relatively diffi-

cult to acquire for a speaker whose na 1ve language does not have such a
contrast (BEckman 1977), we can explain he learner's failure to maintain

. such 'a contrast in the IL in terms of the structuxes of the NL and L.

P

) An examble of an IL like'type'B is represented by)the data in A and B
of Table 1, which contains forms exhibiting an alternation between a word-
. final /8/ and null. In Eckman (1981), it was argued that such forms motiv-

. ate an IL rule.of Schwa Paragoge, formulated as ih\(ll) e

I - 3
(11) Schwa Paragoge (SP)

. . ) . . B Py \¢£9£).E.2.9 a f —son ’ #° . .
- . . : Pt —_— < .
. +voice .

(Optionally insert a -/a/ after a
word-final voiced obstruent)

% v oW

-

5‘ . on prlmary—language gr rs. What remains to be demonstrated is.whether

this violation can be eikplained in terms of the NL-TL contacﬁ&
! The argument that/ the above can be so explained *is essentgally that
put-forth 1n Eckman ( 98l) Specifically, the NL's, Japanese and Mandarin,

v evidence only vovels and sonorants word-finally, whereas the TL has word-

final voiced and vo celess obstruents, in addition to sonorants and vowels.
. 'The learner, findifng final voice obstruents to be an area of difficulty
‘ (Eckman l977), sometimes adds a word—final schwa to the underlying forms in

(12a) “to produc phonetic forms Tike those in (12v).

‘ .
I N
P - R -
r - '

Within this context, we can argue that the data in € of Table 1 repre- s e,




. . / L
. A ) - %
. (12) a. /teeg/ "tag" /Xab/ Miop" /red/ "red" ,
- .., b [tmes] . [Yav3) [reds)
A » - .

The rationale for such'a rule, as discussed in Eckman (1981), is, that'
the addition of a final schﬁa accomplishes two things, First, it places the
problematic final consonant in a less marked position relative to a voice

: . . . - y . . h
contrast, namely, medial position. Second, such:a rule maintains the can-

. oniical form of thetunderlying)representation, which, according to the anal-

ysis, the IL speaker'has correctly learnéd. That is, if the learner dealt
w1th the problematic f1nal voiced obstruent by, say, deleting it, then the
learner would be destroylng some of what he/she has already learned that -
Mtag" has a’ word-final [gg On the other hand, adding a final vowel brlngs
the TL word into conformj with the phonological gonstralnts of the, NL,

places the v01ced obstrgent in an eas1er p051tlon and preserves the integrity
of the underlylng form. e sp’ rule can be explained; ‘then in terms of the
'dlscrepancy between the derlylng forms in (l2a) whlch conta1n final

voiced obstruents, on the one hand, and the NL surfa*e constraint wh%ch does
not allow any, obstruents f1nally, on the other hand. L.

-

Rules of paragoge do not exast 1n‘§r1mary-language grammars because

E |

such languages Hb not Have (and presumably, ¢ould not have) underlylng forms

'w1th final voiced obstruents and ‘also a surface constraint against ‘forms

with final obstruents. If the langiage contained such a surface constralnt,,
underlylng representatlons like (léa) could not be defendgdA Interlangﬁages,
on the.cher hand, appear speécial in this sense because'they alvWaks involve \
language contact, and therefore, the poss1bllity exists that.there ill be 4
underlylng forms like those in (lEaj'along with a constralnt agalnst final
obstruents as part of the -same IL system. Thus, we consider the IL in Table
1B to be dn example of & type B IL. T , .

. An examplq~of an IL of type C is represented by the data in Table 1D.
Although the phonetic forms in Table 1D conform to\the typology in (8a)

there is no accounting for this fact in terms of the language contact.' Both
the NL, Fars1, and the TL, English, exhibit a superficial voice contrast in
word-final posiblon. Consequently,the IL forms conform to the relevant state-
mentsvof Ué but areigot‘directly explalnable on the bafis of .NL-TL contact.

e 19

Y



<
.

| One posgible explanation which is 3n@5§endent of the NI-TL situation
1S'that learnerS‘tend to acquire 51mp11f1ed ver51ons of the system that they
are learning (Corder 1978). 1If we assume that_phonologles with only N
o vplcelese wor -final obstruents are simpler than those with a voice contrast
(. finallx, then Jthe data in Table 1D can be explained, not in terms of the
language cont étg‘but by the hypothesie that learners pnodﬁce,eimplified

[y

forms of the Fystems they are acluiring. . : ~< .
iFinally,/ an interlanguage of type D is -one which would be troublesome
,for ‘the general framevork which we are §resentiﬁg. This type ©f IL would __
' violate at l ast one statement in Up in.a manner which cduld not be explain-
ed 1n terms of the structure of the NL and/or TL. Presumably, IL'S of type
D do not exist, since no data have ever been presented 1n support of such
an IL. However, it would be yorthwhile to examine the type of data which
wQuldlcgngtitute such an interlanguage, if it in fact d4id exist.
To -take an example'first from phonology, let us ®onsider the ‘rule of#
lSchwa Paragoge (SP). We have argued that, whereas such a rule is in, v1o-.
latloﬁ of & statement Jin U , that violation is explalnable in terms of the
phonologlcal structure of the NL-and TL 1nvolved ‘A type D IL, _then, would
be an }nterlanguage which had a rule like SP, but yhere the NL and TL
inyolved did not make it possible to &xplain 3ﬁe’r§lea That %s, where the
NL and TL were hot Mandarin and English, or Japanese and English, respect-’
ively. Thus, an ‘IL which contaihed a rule like SP, where both the NL and
TL exhibited a word—flnal voice contrast would be a type D IL. Therefore, .
+ we would never expect speakers of Arabic or Persian, both of whlch have a .

!, final voice contrast, to produce forms like (13) when learning English.

A

.

e - .
(13) . IL form Gloss
rtaega . btag
red?d ) red.-

=

'

Likewiée, we would not'expect Japanese and Mandarin learners of German, which
has only voiceless obstruents in final positiq&, to ‘develop a rule like SP,

Rather, such a rule should arise, according to our assumptions only when the

discreﬁancy between the TL and NL is great enough that the TL has final voiced

o




,obstruents anid the NL has a constralnt agalnst all final obstruents
>

is, the NL allows only sonorants and vowels WOrd—flnally.

that

Thus, Japaﬁese

and Mandarin learners of German should never say -forms.like those in (14).

LY

©

-

R
‘ (14)  IL form, TL form ° Gloss -« .Y
N R Y o ‘ -
. . taka » tek day
, . - dekd dek- . degk
. - . A

3
A ]

-

p

If such a rule d1d develop in this learnlng context then that would char- N

acterlze a type.D IL.

-

<

- e

Turning to syntax, an example of.a type D &L would be. a Japanese speake

in (15). ‘ -
4 - ;ﬁ ) (
. T (15) &+ You are going where? * )
] r . ‘ ¢ —
< b. Are you gding where? %
. c. He is going' home?. .
t ' e
::‘ ~ l - ’ a . . , ‘
(i5a) represents a questlon where the 1nterrogat1ve word is not preposed; '
(le and c) show that the inversion of the verbyand subJect Qceurs in the '

) 1nterrogat1ve-word question and pot in the yes-no questlon. Cdnsequently,
questions like those in (15) would vlolate (84). Moreover, such violations .
would npot be explalnable in terms of the NL-TL contact, because Japanese has
no inversion whateﬁgr in questions. Therefore, 1f questlons llke those in -

(15) characterized an IL, then that | IL would be a type D dinterlanguage. .
The above n}pothetlcal examples of type.D. IL's are summarlzed in (16) ' :
‘ 9 RN ’ .t ’
i .~ (16) a. NL = Arabic, Engllsh ‘f' .- IL giyes'evi;
*  which has final whlch has flnal - dence of para-
voice contrast . voice pontrast goge.
. b. NL = Japanese, - TL = German, °- ft glves evi- o
. which has no- which has no flnal dence of ’ para- %
S L final obstruents * voiced bbstruent .goge. *
s Tl . ’ N ' R L
: ’ g : r
. » o - s
, o ) . ban .

~

er learning English, whére the resultant IL was typefied by* forms 11§e those

e
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|
) . % D c. NL = Japanese, . TL @fyish, L z XL has ques-
: _— : “".which has no . whic s subject- ° tions where

- - ) . .obligatory in- <’ verb 1nverslon in . interrogative
- o . version of sub;’ questlo ‘and in- " is .not initial
& T + - Ject-venb in itial errogative but subject-verb
. ° questions, and . woxds.. . - . s , inversion occurs.
. ‘ , no initial-iney S . SR ,
1 A X .
. Eerrogat1v§ RN e el e . e
. Y ) e AR s ) ) ~
.. . s at s . » . ..
5 0 Concluslon , . . . ‘
The central’ questlon to which this paper has addressed itself is this: -4

wvhat do we conclude when we flnd that an interlanguage violates a unlversal

.

<- statement which was formulated on the basls 5f data from prlmary }anguages?
/ One poss}ble conclusion we could draw would be that the universal is false |

end must be discarded; another would be.that the doma1n of the universal must

be restricted to apply only to PL' Soy. thereby 1nsu1at;ng statements in Ub

. from falslflcatlon on the basis of L data. _The’ pos1tlon that we have taken
. ‘1n th1s paper- is essent1ally a mod1f1ed vers1on of the second alternative.
f'; The flrst alternative of dLscardlng\the universal is undesirable for
: , several reasons, not the least of whlch is the fact that universals are highly
- < i‘ \ valued and are not easily d1scardedﬂ_ .In add1tlon there is a natural domaln —

over ich the unlversal statement does hold, namely, all prlmary langQages.
Since we know that  IL's and PL's differ in certaln respects, thén it would not
be 1mplaus1ble for these language types to dlffer structurally als®. Con-
sequently, instead of’dlscardlng the unlversal we would s1mp1y deslgnate it
as pertaining only to PL's and develop a classlflcatlon ‘of, unlversals in terms
-of the domain over which they hold %i; language'types,\prlmary 1anguages or

° » \

1nterlanguages. L ' S . ¢
- This is essentially the second alterpative. However, restricting uni-—

versal statements to certa1n domains can be very unenllghtenlng if we—merely )

classlfy these statements 1nto arbltrarily-determlned sets. On the . other

hand, such a classlflcatlon can be very enlightenlng if wve attempt "to cor-

ences between these language types. fhds is- the posltlon that we have taken
4
in<§£§s paper. We have focused on one sallent dlfference between 1nterlang-
, uages and prlmary languages,.namely, that language contget is always in-

, volved in _the development of the” former but,nbt necessarmdy the 1atte%, and

; relate the different structural aspects of PL's and IL's with other dlffer-

L . s, -
L - . el A .
. o B TR . . . s
r ~a . -
RN R o \/’ & ' ° .
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. . o .
- . »

we have attempted to‘correlate this difference w1th at least one structural

difference between IL's and-PL's. The fact that the grammar of at least’ two

IL's contains a rule ot paragbge whereas this rule type is hot contained in ~

the ggammhr of any PL is due we %ave argued, to ‘the language—contact 51t~

.

At the same time, we have attempted to ma1nta1n the emplrlcal nature of f

x

uatlon. T .

i

|
our 1nqu1ry by allowlng our general framework to be fa151f1ed ;f ﬁt caw’ be ° |

shown that structural dlfferences between IL's and PL's cannot be explained

I on.the ba51s of the languaée contact. we recognize that it is entlrel§~possi-
ble, in fact very plausible, that differences in structure between IL's and

Pi's can be correlated w1th other dlfferences between these language types. ’ .
However, since thls remains to be shown this question must for now, be left

open . . P ’

|
» . : .
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. the ‘content of this paper

+ .and implicational, universals.

4‘ \. s .
- ‘ . + FOOTNOTES e
. J 3

. e .

,Some -of the ideas for this paper were developed, through

Jfrequent and extended conversations with Edith Moravecsik anpd
‘ Jessica Wirth. THe author wishes to thank Dan Dinnsen, Carol
Lord, Edith Moravesik, Gerald Sanders and Jessica Wirth for .
their comments*®and, suggestjons on some of the ideas in this
paper. Hone of the abovejzgntloned nécegsarily agrees with.

nd sheould not b held respons-

ible for any errors Qr incons1stenc1e§' ’ *

s

Sa

Absolute and typological universals in thls paper corre-
spond respectively to Comrie's (1981) terms non-implicational

5 . ~ : :
The. content and discussion of (3) are. dué to Edith Moravcsik.

¢ “ ’ ! -
~There may be other érounds ‘on whiéh the violatidns of/
adherence to the statements 'in Up1 could be explalned,ksuch
as: psychological or soclal grounds. However, any” such ex-
planation of specific tructura; properties”’ of IL's on
grounds other than strictural would have to °be argued.

r 4
Res pive pronouns are pronsuns which occurs in.dthe

position in* the underlying representation.from which an
NP was relativized. For example, in the sentence

z

.
«

I saw the boy whom the ddég bit him.

'

the undérlined word is a resumptive pronoun.

The p01nt belng made” here is that the set of rules which
is possible for IL grammars may be larger than that posS1ble for
grammars of PL's. We have attributed this to the fact that ‘the
differences between underlying and surface representation in IL'

may be "greater" than one finds in PL! s.. However, exactly how
great this.differences must be to.warrant our ‘conclusion is an
issue which is beyond the scope of the present paper. ‘and one for
xtieh we have no proposals at present.

«
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PABLE 1 ° 7 b
) § . . - oo °f
’ IL Form’ GloSs ) IL Fornm Gloss,
DTN 4 .
A A . B. . :
. ( Japanese 1Av~1ave _*love Mandarin taega~teeg . tag
. Subj N.M. dan - . dome rab rob
bev~bevo bathe bigor bigger
tk - -took . '209T, author
b3 d~bee da| bad sIt sit
let . let zon zone
. pIg~piga pig . sop . soap
. tun : tune 5f ’ ‘of f
tus tooth . si see
*  rud~rud? | rude fayf five
" t®veteve |  tab Y baed bad .
lide " leader tel - Ttail A
. kul cool ‘ let let
o , (’ " gnn gun
. e | e
Jab®~jab Jjob.
. » rede~red red
G D. ’ . ,
.Spanish « . ta&k tag Farsi bIk ‘big
« Bubj P.C. ©bIk. big '# Subj A.B. blgest. biggest
bigaer bigger e ‘bap Bob
rap rob > babi . Bobby
rabar robber bet . bathe
© - oter , author \beSI ' bathing v
sIt git skt sad LI
. ’E_z kIs packing sadsr sadder
’ son zone . pik pig s
. sop ¢ * soap piki piggy .
,taepIg : tapping nit . néed - - ;.
poLs pass . nidly. needing - )
dek deck pIkIyp picking
, lesi lazy naeprg napping
. fayf five °
bot vote ) _ “
“dan ¢ done
¢ over over '
‘ kil® kilj ’ *
I ' gan gun
.isi easy S
° ‘ v LY -
° AT
’ l— N . - M ‘ » * ‘?
$
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TABLE 2 IL data pertaining to typology (7b).

l

s ~ IL Form Gloss,
:, ¢ Japanese .
o Subj-Y.Y. storit .Street
‘ b skul school
- skdrim scream
. ’ sk®rse p \ scrap
tray try
kray cry
. - spil _ spill
' spaled spread”
. . . > spoline spleen
- spel spell
- spdray spry
spay - spy
' pray pry
) ple ‘Play
N klos c¢lose
S kelses ¢lass .
-t tofet " treat
Spanish : ’ . ) -
Subj A.M. €splR s © = ‘splash
- . " ste « stay
N slip sleep
xR Estarted started
) {stim steam
"stim steam
Estrit street
o , ples place
& spll spill
tray ) ‘try
' Spanish
| : Subj C.A. Jestrog strong
° . strg gost ‘stronges:b'
. stop stop
spé) spell
skul school ~
spE s space
sket skate
. - ,striggi stringy
ol / ' skrim scream
\' spl® § splash

} 3 * -

—~
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«
o

Data from Gass (1979) .
%
* Percentage of sentences correct, by language groups .

DO 10 GEN  OCOMP
OPREP - . -

R Y 10 (Arabic)

25 13 (Thai)
17 0 (Romunce)

3

18 4 ]\ (Persian) .

0 (Chinese, Japanese, Korean)

»
A

* Data from Hyltenstam (1981) " .

o s

. .

Implication%l séales showing pronominal retention for learners
of Swedish :Z’Ljh different NL's.
of

~

' . /:f . .
(-+ = rdtentio pronoun; - = non-retention of pronoun; 0 =

- retention of nomin%l) i

pu——

s .
. »
°

-

= Persian; Scalabiiity = 93.1&‘
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NL = Greek; Scalabilit
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"TABLE ) “s : '
+
Japanese _ ‘ . - ' .
Subj Y.Y. o R .
. 7Y s
N Yes-No Questions Interrogative-word Questions
A . + . ) .
1. -- Do you like chocolate apple? 1. What kind do you like? .
2. Do you like money.? 2. How many money? \
3. Is this much money? *° ¢ 3. Who does it have?. - , : .
U .\ (Who has it?)"
° (v . M N
_ L. Are they family? . lL\Where are they?
5. Is it basket? . 5. “What kidd basket?
s (What kind of basket is it?)
6. Are they party?e ar 6. How meny child are they?
7. Is she smiling? "t »  T.. 'Why is he smiling?
8. Do you haye apple? . 8. What is picture do? i
9. Does he have many present? 9. What kind do you l:'zke?.
» 10. Do you like sogcer. 10. What kind ofvsport? E |
o o - (What kind>pf sport is it?)",
-11. Do you like sports ‘ 11. What does he~have?
12, 1Is ‘hJ ‘happy? 12. What does it need a dumbbell?
¢ . (Why does“he need.a .dumbbell?)
A ;
13. Do you like circus? 13. What do you like play? ’
14. Do-you like this picture? 1k. What does he do? ’
15. Do you like flower? 15. What 'kind of-this picture? g - y
) . . ' (What kind of picture .is this?) . :
16. .Ts there America? 16 Who' does eat chocolate pudding?
. . N - A}
17> Do you like family? 17. Who is taller? , - - ~‘J
) A 18. -What are they doing? T, =1;
: ot - :
¢ . . 19.- Where are they? ¥
¢ *QL 20. What.-do you think?" . i
21.' How many people do they? .ot -
. R (How many people are there?) . |
- " ) 22, What is he doing?.~ ‘
. 23. What is the reason?




